- ORGANIZATION
 MAN

BY WILLIAM H. WHYTE, JR.

MON AND SCHUSTER, NEW YORK, 19586



cuaPTER 1 Imtroduction

TH1S BOOK IS ABOUT THE ORGANIZATION MAN. IF THE TERM IS VAGUE,
it is because I can think of no other way to describe the people 1
am talking about. They are not the workers, nor are they the white-
collar people in the usual, clerk sense of the word. These people
only work for The Organization. The ones I am talking about be-
long to it as well. They are the ones of our middle class who have
left home, spiritually as well as physically, to take the vows of or-
ganization life, and it is they who are the mind and soul of our
great self-perpetuating institutions. Only a few are top managers or
ever will be. In a system that makes such hazy terminology as “jun-
ior executive” psychologically necessary, they are of the staff as
much as the line, and most are destined to live poised in a middle
area that still awaits a satisfactory euphemism. But they are the
dominant members of our society nonetheless. They have not
joined together into a recognizable elite—our country does not
stand still long enough for that—but it is from their ranks that are
coming most of the first and second echelons of our leadershlp, and
it is their values which will set the American temper.'

* The corporation man is the most conspicuous example, but he is
only one, for the collectivization so visible in the corporation has
affected almost every field of work. Blood brother to the.business
trainee off to join Du Pont is thesseminary student who will end up
in the church hierarchy, thesdoctor headed for the corporate clinic,
the physics Ph.D. in a government laboratory, the intellectual on
the foundation-sponsored team project,»the engineering graduate
in the huge drafting room at Lockheed,ithe young apprentice in a
Wall Street law factory.

They are all, as they so often put it, in the same boat. Listen to
them talk to each other over the front lawns of their suburbia and
you cannot help but be struck by how well they grasp the common
denominators which bind them. Whatever the differences in their
Organization tes, it is the common problems of collective work that
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4 THE ORGANIZATION MAN

dominate their attentions, and when the Du Pont man talks to the
research chemist or the chemist to the army man, it is these prob-
lems that are uppermost. The word collective most of them can’t
bring themselves to use—except to describe foreign countries or or-
ganizations they don’t work for—but they are keenly aware of how
much more deeply beholden they are to organization than were
their elders. They are wry about it, to be sure; they talk of the
“treadmill,” the “rat race,” of the inability to control one’s direction.
But they have no great sense of plight; between themselves and
organization they believe they see an ultimate harmony and, more
than most elders recognize, they are building an ideology that will
vouchsafe this trust.

It is the growth of this ideology, and its practical effects, that is
the thread I wish to follow in this book. America has paid much at-
tention to the economic and political consequences of big organiza-
tion—the concentration of power in large corporations, for example,
the political power of the civil-service bureaucracies, the possible
emergence of a managerial hierarchy that might dominate, the rest
of us. These are proper concerns, but no less important is the prin-
cipal imgact that organization life has had on the individuals
within it A collision has been taking place—indeed, hundreds of
thousands of them, and in the aggregate they have been producing
what I believe is a major shift in American ideology.

Officially, we are a people who hold to the Protestant Ethic. Be-
cause of the denominational implications of the term many would
deny its relevance to them, but let them eulogize the American
Dream, however, and they virtually define the Protestant Ethic.
Whatever the embroidery, there is almost always the thought that
pursuit of individual salvation through hard work, thrift, and com-
petitive struggle is the heart of the American achievement.

But the harsh facts of organization life simply do not jibe with
these precepts. This conflict is certainly not a peculiarly American

development. In their own countries such Europeans as Max
e

Weber and Durkheim many years ago foretold the change, and
though Bura  ns now their troubles as an American ex-
_port, the problems they speak of stem rom a uregucratization of
- somet_)@\has affected every Western coun%L_
It is in America, however, that the contrast between the old ethic
and current reality has been most apparent—and most poignant. Of
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all peoples it is we who have led in the public worship of individu-
alism. One hundred years ago De Tocqueville was noting that
though our special genius—and failing—lay in co-operative action,
we talked more than others of personal independence and free-
dom. We kept on, and as late as the twenties, when big organiza-
tion was long since a fact, affirmed the old faith as if nothing had
really changed at all.

Today many still try, and it is the members of the kind of organi-
zation most responsible for the change, the corporation, who try the
hardest. It is the corporation man whose institutional ads protest so
much that Americans speak up in town meeting, that Americans
are the best inventors because Americans don’t care that other peo-
ple scoff, that Americans are the best soldiers because they have so
much initiative and native ingenuity, that the boy selling papers
on the street corner is the prototype of our business society. Col-
lectivism? He abhors it, and when he makes his ritualistic attack on
Welfare Statism, it is in terms of a Protestant Ethic undefiled by
change—the sacredness of property, the enervating effect of secu-
rity, the virtues of thrift, of hard work and independence. Thanks
be, he says, that there are some people left—e.g., businessmen—t
defend the American Dream.

He is not being hypocritical, only compulsive. He honestly wants
to believe he follows the tenets he extols, and if he extols them so
frequently it is, perhaps, to shut out a nagging suspicion that he,
too, the last defender of the faith, is no longer pure. Only by using
the language of individualism to describe the collective can he
stave off the thought that he himself is in a collective as pervading
as any ever dreamed of by the reformers, the intellectuals, and the
utopian visionaries he so regularly warns against.

The older generation may still convince themselves; the younger
generation does not. When a young man says that to make a living
these days you must do what somebody else wants you to do, he
states it not only as a fact of life that must be accepted but as an
inherently good proposition. If the American Dream deprecates
this for him, it is the American Dream that is going to have to give,

- whatever its more elderly guardians may think. People grow res

tive with a mythology that is too distant from the way things actu-
ally are, and as more and more lives have been encompassed by
the organization way of life, the pressures for an accompanying
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ideological shift have been mounting. The pressures of the group,
the frustrations of individual creativity, the anonymity of achieve-
ment: are these defects to struggle against—or are they virtues in
disguise? The organization man seeks a redefinition of his place on
earth—a faith that will satisfy him that what he must endure has a
deeper meaning than appears on the surface. He needs, in short,
something that will do for him what the Protestant Ethic did once.
And slowly, almost imperceptibly, a body of thought has been coa-
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tical education are parts of the same phenomenon; just as the stu-
dent now feels technique more vital than content, so the trainee
believes managing an end in itself, an expertise relatively inde-
Pendent of the content of what is being managed. And the reasons
are the same. So too in other sectors of our society; for all the differ-
ences in particulars, dominant is a growing accommodation to the
needs of society—and a growing urge to justify it.

o8

kel LET ME NOW DEFINE MY TERMS. BY SOCIAL ETHIC I MEAN THAT CON.

++) temporary body of thought which makes morally legitimate the |“
pressures of society against the individual. Its major propositions are et
three:L4 belief in the group as the source of creativity&,)tz belief in %

- pebelongingness” as the ultimate need of the individual; and Phelief ./

scing that does that.

I AM GOING TO cALL IT A SociaL ETHIC. WITH REASON IT COULD BE
called an organization ethic, or a bureaucratic ethic; more than
- anything else it rationalizes the organization’s demands for fealty

and gives those who offer it wholeheartedly a sense of dedication '

in doing so—in extremis, you might say, it converts what would
seem in other times a bill of no rights into a restatement of individ-
ualism. ¢

But there is a real moral imperative behind it, and whether one in-
clines to its beliefs or not he must acknowledge that this moral
basis, not mere expediency, is the source of its power. Nor is it
simply an opiate for those who must work in big organizations. The
search for a secular faith that it represents can be found through-
out our society—and among those who swear they would never set
foot in a corporation or a government bureau. Though it has its
greatest applicability to the organization man, its ideological un-
derpinnings have been provided not by the organization man but

by intellectuals he knows little of and toward whom, indeed, he

tends to be rather suspicious.

Any groove of abstraction, Whitehead once remarked, is bound
to be an inadequate way of describing reality, and so with the con-
cept of the Social Ethic. It is an attempt to illustrate an underlying
consistency in what in actuality is by no means an orderly system
of thought. No one says, “I believe in the social ethic,” and though
many would subscribe wholeheartedly to the separate ideas that
make it up, these ideas have yet to be put together in the final, har-
monious synthesis. But the unity is there.
¢+ In looking at what mJ.gI].t seem dissimilar aspects of organiza-
tion society, it is this unity I wish to underscore. The “professionali-
zation” of the manager, for example, and the drive for a more prac-

in the application of science to achieve the belongingness.

In subsequent chapters 1 will explore these ideas more thor-
oughly, but for the moment I think the gist can be paraphrased
thus:.Man exists as a unit of society. Of himself, he is isolated
meaningless; only as he collaborates with others does he becomej
worth while, for by sublimating himself in the group, he helps pro-
duce a whole that is greater than the sum of its partsj There I;h(f)uld
be, t%len, no conflict between man and society. What we think are
COIlﬂl?tS are misunderstandings, breakdowns in communication. B
applying the methods of science to human relations we can el-imi}:
natfe thesc? ol’)stacles te consensus and create an equilibrium in
Ezlil rric;metys needs and the needs of the individual are one and

Essentially, it is a utopian faith. Superficially, it seems dedicated
to the practical problems of organization life, and its proponents
Oftel? use the word hard (versus soft) to describe their approach
But it is the long-range promise that animates its followers, for it.
{'elates techniques to the vision of a finite, achievable harm:)n It
IS quite reminiscent of the beliefs of utopian communities ofy.the
1840’3. As in the Owen communities, there is the same idea that
man's character is decided, almost irretrievably, by his environ-
ment, As in the Fourier communities, there is the same faith that
&ere need be no conflict between the individual’s aspirations and
tbe community’s wishes, because it is the natural order of things

at the two be synonymore.

Like the utopian communities, it interprets society in a fairly

.
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narrow, immediate sense. One can believe man has a social obliga-
tion and that the individual must ultimately contribute to the com-
munity without believing that group harmony is the test of it. In
the Social Ethic I am describing, however, man’s obligation is in
the here and now; his duty is not so much to the community in a
broad sense but to the actual, physical one about him, and the idea
that in isolation from it—or active rebellion against it—he might
eventually discharge the greater service is little considered. In
iractice, those who most eagerly subscribe to the Social Ethic worry
very litfle over the long-range problems of society. It is not that
they don’t care but rather that they tend to assume that the ends of
organization and morality coincide, and on such matters as social
welfare they give their proxy to the organization.

IT 1s POSSIBLE THAT I AM ATTACHING TOO MUCH WEIGHT TO WHAT,
after all, is something of a mythology. Those more sanguine than I
have argued that this faith is betrayed by reality in some key re-
spects and that because it cannot long hide from organization man
that life is still essentially competitive the faith must fall of its own
"weight. They also maintain that the Social Ethic is only one trend
in a society which is a prolific breeder of counter-trends. The far-
<ther the pendulum swings, they believe, the more it must eventu-
{ally swing back.
I am not persuaded. We are indeed a flexible people, but society
is not a clock and to stake so much on counter-trends is to put a
rather heavy burden on providence. Let me get ahead of my story
a bit with two examples of trend vs. counter-trend. One is the long-
term swing to the highly vocational business-administration
courses. Each year for seven years I have collected all the speeches
by businessmen, educators, and others on the subject, and invaria-
¢bly each year the gist of them is that this particular pendulum
has swung much top far and that there will shortly be a reversal.

that they discern the beginnings of a popular swing back to the
humanities. Another index is the growth of personality testing.

<Similarly sanguine, many academic people have been announcing

Regulatly year after year many social scientists have assured me

that this bowdlerization of psychology is a contemporary aberra-
tion soon to be laughed out of court.
Meanwhile, the organization world grinds on. Each year the
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number of business-administration majors has increased over the
last year—until, in 1954, they together made up the largest single
field of undergraduate instruction outside of the field of education
itself. Personality testing? Again, each year the number of people™
subjected to it has grown, and the criticism has served mainly to
make organizations more adept in sugar-coating their purpose. N¢
one can say whether these trends will continue to outpace the
counter-trends, but neither can we trust that an equilibrium-
minded providence will see to it that excesses will cancel each
other out. Counter-trends there are. There always have been, and
in the sweep of ideas ineffectual many have proved to be.

It is also true that the Social Ethic is something of a mythology,
and there is a great difference between mythology and practice.
An individualism as stringent, as selfish as that often preached in
the name of the Protestant Ethic would never have been tolerated,
and in reality our predecessors co-operated with one another far
more skillfully than nineteenth-century oratory would suggest.
Something of the obverse is true of the Social Ethic; so complete a
denial of individual will won’t work either, and even the most will-
ing believers in the group harbor some secret misgivings, some la-
tent antagonism toward the pressures they seek to deify.

But the Social Ethic is no less powerful for that, and though it
can never produce the peace of mind it seems to offer, it will help
shape the nature of the quest in the years to come. The old dogma
of individualism betrayed reality too, yet few would argue, I dare
say, that it was'not an immensely powerful influence in the time of
its dominance. So I argue of the Social Ethic; call it mythology, if
you will, but it is becoming the dominant one.

IN THE FIRST PART OF THIS BOOK I WISH TO GO INTO SOME OF THE IDEAS
that have helped produce the Social Ethic. I do not intend an in-
tellectual history; my aim is the more limited one of suggesting
how deep are its roots and that it is not a temporary phenomenon'
triggered by the New Deal or the war or our recent prosperity.

I will then pick up the organization man in college, follow him
through his initial indoctrination in organization life, and explore
the impact of the group way upon him. While I will speak of the
corporation man more than any other, I wish to show the universal-
ity of the Social Ethic. I will turn, accordingly, to the research labo:
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ratory and academic life and argue that the inclination to the co-
operative ideal has had just as important consequences in these
areas also. To illustrate further the universality of the Social Ethic,
I will take up its expression in popular fiction. This will bring me
finally to what I consider the best place to get a preview of the di-
rection the Social Eth.c is likely to take in the future.

This is the new suburbia, the packaged villages that have be-
come the dormitory of the new generation of organization men.
They are not typical American communities, but because they pro-
videssuch a cross section of young organization people we can see
in bolder relief than elsewhere the kind of world organization man
wants and may in time bring about. Here I will go into the tre-
mendous effect transiency has had on the organization people and
how their religious life, their politics and the way they take to
their neighbors reveal the new kind of rootedness they are looking
for. And, finally, the moral of it all as they explain it to their chil-
dren—the next generation of organization people.

WHILE THE BURDEN OF THIS BOOK IS REPORTORIAL, I TAKE A POSITION
and, in fairness to the reader, I would like to make plain the as-
sumptions on which I base it. To that end, let me first say what I
am not talking about.

"~ This book is not a plea for nonconformity. Such pleas have an oc-
(casional therapeutic value, but as an abstraction, nonconformity is
Jan empty goal, and rebellion against prevailing opinion merely be-

cause it is prevailing should no more be praised than acquiescence

to it. Indeed, it is often a mask for cowardice, and few are more
pathetic than those who flaunt outer differences to expiate their in-
er surrender.

I am not, accordingly, addressing myself to the surface uniformi-
ties of +U.S. life. There will be no strictures in this book against
“Mass Man”—a person the author has never met—nor will there be
any strictures against ranch wagons, or television sets, or gray flan-
nel suits. They are irrelevant to the main problem, and, further-
more, there’s no harm in them. I would not wish to go to the other
extreme and suggest that these uniformities per se are good, but
the spectacle of people following current custom for lack of will or
imagination to do anything else is hardly a new failing, and I am
not convinced that there has been any significant change in this re-
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spect except in the nature of the things we conform to. Unless one
pelieves poverty ennobling, it is difficult to see the three-button
suit as more of a strait jacket than overalls, or the ranch-type house
than old law tenements.

And how important, really, are these uniformities to the central
issue of individualism? We must not let the outward forms deceive
us. If individualism involves following one’s destiny as one’s own
conscience directs, it must for most of us be a realizable destiny,
and a sensible awareness of the rules of the game can be a condi-
tion of individualism as well as a constraint upon it. The man who
drives a Buick Special and lives in a ranch-type house just like
hundreds of other ranch-type houses can assert himself as effec-
tively and courageously against his particular society as the bohe-
mian against his particular society. He usually does not, it is true,
but if he does, the surface uniformities can serve quite well as pro-
tective coloration. The organization people who are best able to:
control their environment rather than be controlled by it are well )
aware that they are not too easily distinguishable from the othe?
in the outward obeisances paid to the good opinions of others. And
that is one of the reasons they do control. They disarm society.

I do not equate the Social Ethic with conformity, nor do I be-
lieve those who urge it wish it to be, for most of them believe
deeply that their work will help, rather than harm, the individual.
I think their ideas are out of joint with the needs of the times they
invoke, but it is their ideas, and not their good will, I wish to ques-
tion. As for the lackeys of organization and the charlatans, they are
not worth talking about.

Neither do I intend this book as a censure of the fact of organiza-
tion society. We have quite enough problems today without
muddying the isswe with misplaced nostalgia, and in contrasting
the old ideology with the new I mean no contrast of paradise with
paradise lost, an idyllic eighteenth century with a dehumanized
twentieth. Whether or not our own era is worse than former ones in
the climate of freedom is a matter that can be left to later histori-
ans, but for the purposes of this book I write with the optimistic
Premise that individualism is as possible in our times as in others.

ISpeak of individualism within organization life. This is not the
only kind, and someday it may be that the mystics and philoso-
Phers more distant from it may prove the crucial figures. But they
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are affected too by the center of society, and they can be of no help
unless they grasp the nature of the main stream. Intellectual scold-
ings based on an impossibly lofty ideal may be of some service in
upbraiding organization man with his failures, but they can give
him no guidance. The organization man may agree that industrial-
ism has destroyed the moral fabric of society and that we need to
return to the agrarian virtues, or that business needs to be broken
up into a series of smaller organizations, or that it’s government
that needs to be broken up, and so on. But he will go his way
with his own dilemmas left untouched.

I am going to argue that he should fight the organization. But not
self-destructively. He may tell the boss to go to hell, but he is going
to have another boss, and, unlike the heroes of popular fiction, he
cannot find surcease by leaving the arena to be a husbandman. If
he chafes at the pressures of his particular organization, either he
must succumb, resist them, try to change them, or move to yet an-
other organization.

Every decision he faces on the problem of the individual versus
authority is something of a dilemma. It is not a case of whether he
should fight against black tyranny or blaze a new trail against pat-
ent stupidity. That would be easy—intellectually, at least. The real
issue is far more subtle. For it is not the evils of organization life
that puzzle him, but its very beneficence. He is imprisoned in
brotherhood. Because his area of maneuver seems so small and be-
cause the trapping so mundane, his fight lacks the heroic cast, but
it is for all this as tough a fight as ever his predecessors had to
fight.

J
TrHUs To MY THESIS. I believe the emphasis of the Social Ethic is
wrong for him. People do have to work with others, yes; the well-
functioning team is a whole greater than the sum of its parts, yes—
all this is indeed true. But is it the truth that now needs belabor-
ing? Precisely because it is an age of organization, it is the other
side of the coin that needs emphasis. We do need to know how to
co-operate with The Organization but, more than ever, so do we
* need to know how to resist it. Out of context this would be an irre-
sponsible statement. Time and place are critical, and history has
taught us that a philosophical individualism can venerate conflict
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too much and co-operation too little. But what is the context today?

The tide has swung far enough the other way, I submit, that we

need not worry that a counteremphasis will stimulate peo’ple to an

excess of individualism.

The energies Americans have devoted to the co-operative, to
the social, are not to be demeaned; we would not, after all, have
such a problem to discuss unless we had learned to adap,t our-
selves to an increasingly collective society as well as we have. A
ideal of individualism which denies the obligations of man to oth- ;
ers is manifestly impossible in a society such as ours, and it is a
credit to our wisdom that while we preached it, we never fully prac
ticed it. '

But in searching for that elusive middle of the road, we have
gone very far afield, and in our attention to making organization
work we have come close to deifying it. We are describing its de-
fects as virtues and denying that there is—or should be—a conflict
between the individual and organization. This denial is bad for
the organization. It is worse for the individual, What it does, in
soothing him, is to rob him of the intellectual armor he so badly
needs. For the more power organization has over him, the more he
needs to recognize the area where he must assert himself against it.
And this, almost because we have made organization life so equa-
ble, has become excruciatingly difficult.

.To say that we must recognize the dilemmas of organization so-
ciety is not to be inconsistent with the hopeful premise that organi-
zation society can be as compatible for the individual as any previ-
ous society. We are not hapless beings caught in the grip of forces
we can do little about, and wholesale damnations of our society
only lend a further mystique to organization. Organization ha
been made by man; it can be changed by man. It has not been the
Immutable course of history that has produced such constrictions
on the individual as personality tests. It is organization man who,
has brought them to pass and it is he who can stop them.

Thfa fault is not in organization, in short; it is in our worship of it.
It is in our vain quest for a utopian equilibrium, which would be
horrible if it ever did come to pass; it is in the soft-minded denial
that there is a conflict between the individual and society. There
Must always be, and it is the price of being an individual that he
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must face these conflicts. He cannot evade them, and in seeking an
ethic that offers a spurious peace of mind, thus does he tyrannize
himself.

There are only a few times in organization life when he can
wrench his destiny into his own hands—and if he does not fight
then, he will make a surrender that will later mock him. But when
is that time? Will he know the time when he sees it? By what
standards is he to judge? He does feel an obligation to the group;
he does sense moral constraints on his free will. If he goes against
the group, is he being courageous—or just stubborn? Helpful—or
selfish? Is he, as he so often wonders, right after all? It is in the
resolution of a multitude of such dilemmas, I submit, that the real
issue of individualism lies today.

cuapTER 2 The Decline of
the Protestant Ethic

LET US GO BACK A MOMENT TO THE TURN OF THE CENTURY. IF WE PICK
up the Protestant Ethic as it was then expressed we will find it ap-
parently in full lower. We will also find, however, an ethic that al-
ready had been strained by reality. The country had changed.
The ethic had not.

Here, in the words of banker Henry Clews as he gave some fa-
therly advice to Yale students in 1908, is the Protestant Ethic in
purest form:

Survival of Fittest: You may start in business, or the professions,
with your feet on the bottom rung of the ladder; it rests with you to
acquire the strength to climb to the top. You can do so if you have
the will and the force to back you. There is always plenty of room at
the top. . . . Success comes to the man who tries to compel success
to yield to him. Cassius spoke well to Brutus when he said, “The Fault
is not in our stars, dear Brutus, that we are underlings, but in our na-
tures.”
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Thrift: Form the habit as soon as you become a money-earner, or
money-maker, of saving a part of your salary, or profits. Put away one
dollar out of every ten you earn. The time will come in your lives
when, if you have a little money, you can control circumstances; other-
wise circumstances will control you. .

Note the use of such active words as climb, force, compel, con-
trol. As stringently as ever before, the Protestant Ethic still
counseled struggle against one’s environment—the kind of practi-
cal, here and now struggle that paid off in material rewards. And
spiritually too. The hard-boiled part of the Protestant Ethic was in-
complete, of course, without the companion assurance that such
success was moral as well as practical. To continue with Mr.
Clews:

Under this free system of government, whereby individuals are free
to get a living or to pursue wealth as each chooses, the usual result is
competition. Obviously, then, competition really means industrial free-
dom. Thus, anyone may choose his own trade or profession, or, if he
does not like it, he may change. He is free to work hard or not; he may
make his own bargains and set his price upon his labor or his products.
He is free to acquire property to any extent, or to part with it. By dint of
greater effort or superior skill, or by intelligence, if he can make better
wages, he is free to live better, just as his neighbor is free to follow his
example and to learn to excel him in tumn. If anyone has a genius for
making and managing money, he is free to exercise his genius, just as
another is free to handle his tools. . . . If an individual enjoys his
money, gained by energy and successful effort, his neighbors are urged
to work the harder, that they and their children may have the same en-
joyment.

It was an exuberantly optimistic ethic. If everyone could believe
that seeking his self-interest automatically improves the lot of all,
then the application of hard work should eventually produce a

heaven on earth. Some, like the garrulous Mr. Clews, felt it already
had.

America is the true field for the human race. It is the hope and the
asylum for the oppressed and downtrodden of every clime. It is the
inspiring example of America—peerless among the nations of the earth,
the brightest star in the political firmament—that is leavening the hard
lump of aristocracy and promoting a democratic spirit throughout the
world. It is indeed the gem of the ocean to which the world may well
offer homage. Here merit is the sole test. Birth is nothing. The fittest
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survive. Merit is the supreme and only qualification essential to success.
Intelligence rules worlds and systems of worlds. It is the dread monarch
of illimitable space, and in human society, especially in America, it
shines as a diadem on the foreheads of those who stand in the foremost
ranks of human enterprise. Here only a natural order of nobility is rec-
ognized, and its motto, without coat of arms or boast of heraldry, is
“Intelligence and integrity.” *

Without this ethic capitalism would have been impossible.
Whether the Protestant Ethic preceded capitalism, as Max Weber
argued, or whether it grew up as a consequence, in either event it
provided a degree of unity between the way people wanted to be-
have and the way they thought they ought to behave, and without
this ideology, society would have been hostile to the entrepreneur.
Without the comfort of the Protestant Ethic, he couldn’t have got-
ten away with his acquisitions—not merely because other people
wouldn’t have allowed him, but because his own conscience would
not have. But now he was fortified by the assurance that he was
pursuing his obligation to God, and before long, what for centu-
ries had been looked on as the meanest greed, a rising middle
class would interpret as the earthly manifestation of God’s will.

BUT THE VERY INDUSTRIAL REVOLUTION WHICH THIS HIGHLY SERVICE-
able ethic begot in time began to confound it. The inconsistencies
were a long while in making themselves apparent. The nineteenth-
century inheritors of the ethic were creating an increasingly collec-
tive society but steadfastly they denied the implications of it. In
current retrospect the turn of the century seems a golden age of in-
dividualism, yet by the 1880s the corporation had already shown
the eventual bureaucratic direction it was going to take. As institu-
tions grew in size and became more stratified, they made all too
apparent inconsistencies which formerly could be ignored. One of
the key assumptions of the Protestant Ethic had been that success
was due neither to luck nor to the environment but only to one’s
natural qualities—if men grew rich it was because they deserved
to. But the big organization became a standing taunt to this dream
of individual success. Quite obviously to anyone who worked in a
big organization, those who survived best were not necessarily the

® Henry Clews, Fifty Years in Wall Street (New York: Irving Publish-
ing Company, 1908).
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fittest but, in more cases than not, those who by birth and personal
connections had the breaks.

AS ORGANIZATIONS CONTINUED TO EXPAND, THE PROTESTANT ETHIC BE-
came more and more divergent from the reality The Organization
was itself creating. The managers steadfastly denied the change,
but they, as much as those they led, were affected by it. Today,
some still deny the inconsistency or blame it on creeping social-
ism; for the younger generation of managers however, the incon-
sistencies have become importuning.

Thrift, for example. How can the organization man be thrifty?
Other people are thrifty for him. He still buys most of his own life
insurance, but for the bulk of his rainy-day saving, he gives his
proxy to the financial and personnel departments of his organiza-
tion. In his professional capacity also thrift is becoming a little un-
American. The same man who will quote from Benjamin Franklin
on thrift for the house organ would be horrified if consumers took
these maxims to heart and started putting more money into savings
and less into installment purchases. No longer can he afford the
luxury of damning the profligacy of the public; not in public, at
any rate. He not only has to persuade people to buy more but per-
suade them out of any guilt feelings they might have for following his
advice. Few talents are more commercially sought today than the
knack of describing departures from the Protestant Ethic as re-
affirmations of it.*

In an advertisement that should go down in social history, the
J. Walter Thompson agency has hit the problem of absolution
head-on. It quotes Benjamin Franklin on the benefits of spending.
“Is not the hope of being one day able to purchase and enjoy
luxuries a great spur to labor and industry? . . . May not luxury

® Helping in this task is what a good part of “motivation research” is
all about. Motivation researcher Dr. Emest Dichter, in a bulletin to
business, says, “We are now confronted with the problem of permitting
the average American to feel moral even when he is flirting, even when
€ is spending, even when he is not saving, even when he is taking two
Vacations a year and buying a second or third car. One of the basic prob-
ems of this prosperity, then, is to give people the sanction and justifica-
tfon to enjoy it and to demonstrate that the hedonistic approach to his
fe is a moral, not an immoral one.”
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therefore produce more than it consumes, if, without such a spur,
people would be, as they are naturally enough inclined to be, lazy
and indolent?” This thought, the ad says, in a meaningful aside,
“appears to be a mature afterthought, qualifying his earlier and
more familiar writings on the importance of thrift.”

“HARD WORKP” WHAT PRICE CAPITALISM, THE QUESTION IS NOW SO
frequently asked, unless we turn our productivity into more lei-
sure, more of the good life? To the organization man this makes
abundant sense, and he is as sensitive to the bogy of overwork and
ulcers as his forebears were to the bogy of slothfulness. But he is
split. He believes in leisure, but so does he believe in the Puritan
insistence on hard, self-denying work—and there are, alas, only
twenty-four hours a day. How, then, to be “broad gauge™ The
“broad-gauge” model we hear so much about these days is the man
who keeps his work separate from leisure and the rest of his life.
Any organization man who managed to accomplish this feat
wouldn’t get very far. He still works hard, in short, but now he has
to feel somewhat guilty about it.

Self-reliance? The corporation estates have been expanding so
dynamically of late that until about now the management man
could suppress the thought that he was a bureaucrat—bureaucrats,
as every businessman knew, were those people down in Washing-
ton who preferred safety to adventure. Just when the recognition
began to dawn, no one can say, but since the war the younger gen-
eration of management havent been talking of self-reliance and
adventure with quite the straight face of their elders.

That upward path toward the rainbow of achievement leads
smack through the conference room. No matter what name the
process is called—permissive management, multiple management,
the art of administraion—the committee way simply can't be
equated with the “rugged” individualism that is supposed to be the
business of business. Not for lack of ambition do the younger men
dream so moderately; what they lack is the illusion that they will
carry on in the great entrepreneurial spirit. Although they cannot
bring themselves to use the word bureaucrat, the approved term—
the “administrator”—is not signally different in its implications. The
man of the future, as junior executives see him, is not the individ-
ualist but the man who works through others for others.
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LET ME PAUSE FOR A MOMENT TO EMPHASIZE A NECESSARY DISTINC-
tion. Within business there are still many who cling resolutely to
the Protestant Ethic, and some with as much rapacity as drove any
nineteenth-century buccaneer. But only rarely are they of The Or-
ganization. Save for a small, and spectacular, group of financial op-
erators, most who adhere to the old creed are small businessmen,
and to group them as part of the “business community,” while con-
venient, implies a degree of ideological kinship with big business
that does not exist.

Out of inertia, the small business is praised as the acorn from
which a great oak may grow, the shadow of one man that may
lengthen into a large enterprise. Examine businesses with fifty or
less employees, however, and it becomes apparent the sentimental-
ity obscures some profound differences. You will find some entre-
preneurs in the classic sense—men who develop new products, new
appetites, or new systems of distribution—and some of these enter-
prises may mature into self-perpetuating institutions. But very few.

The great majority of small business firms cannot be placed
on any continuum with the corporation. For one thing, they are
rarely engaged in primary industry; for the most part they are the
laundries, the insurance agencies, the restaurants, the drugstores,
the bottling plants, the lumber yards, the automobile dealers. They
are vital, to be sure, but essentially they service an economy; they
do not create new money within their area and they are dependent
ultimately on the business and agriculture that does.

In this dependency they react more as antagonists than allies
with the corporation. The corporation, it has become clear, is ex-
pansionist—a force for change that is forever a threat to the eco-
nomics of the small businessman. By instinct he inclines to the
monopolistic and the restrictive. When the druggists got the “Fair
Trade” laws passed it was not only the manufacturers (and cus-
tomers) they were rebelling against but the whole mass economy
movement of the twentieth century.

The tail wagged the dog in this case and it still often does. That
1t can, in the face of the growing power of the corporation, illus-
trates again the dominance mythology can have over reality. Eco-
DOmically, many a small businessman is a counterrevolutionist and
the revolution he is fighting is that of the corporation as much as the
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New or Fair Deal. But the corporation man still clings to the ide,
that the two are firm allies, and on some particulars, such as fai
trade, he often makes policy on this basis when in fact it is against
the corporation’s interests to do so.

But the revolution is not to be stopped by sentiment. Many

anachronisms do remain; in personal income, for example, the cor.:
poration man who runs a branch plant on which a whole town de.
pends is lucky to make half the income of the local car dealer or
the man with the Coca-Cola franchise. The economy has a way of
attending to these discrepancies, however, and the local business.
man can smell the future as well as anyone else. The bland young
man The Organization sent to town to manage the plant is almost’
damnably inoffensive; he didn’t rent the old place on the hill but a
smaller house, he drives an Olds instead of a Caddy, and when he
comes to the Thursday luncheons he listens more than he talks. But
he’s the future just the same.
I HAVE BEEN TALKING OF THE IMPACT OF ORGANIZATION ON THE PROT-
estant Ethic; just as important, however, was the intellectual assault.
In the great revolt against traditionalism that began around the turn
of the century, William James, John Dewey, Charles Beard, Thor-
stein Veblen, the muclarakers and a host of reformers brought the
anachronisms of the Protestant Ethic under relentless fire, and in s
doing helped lay the groundwork for the Social Ethic. It would be a
long time before organization men would grasp the relevance of
these new ideas, and to this day many of the most thoroughgoing
pragmatists in business would recoil at being grouped with the in-
tellectuals. (And vice versa.) But the two movements were int:
mately related. To what degree the intellectuals were a cause of
change, or a manifestation, no one can say for certain, but more
presciently than those in organization they grasped the antithesis
between the old concept of the rational, unbeholden individua
and the world one had to live in. They were not rebels against so-
ciety; what they fought was the denial of society’s power, and they
provided an intellectual framework that would complement, rather
than inhibit, the further growth of big organization.

It is not in the province of this book to go into a diagnosis of the
ideas of Dewey and James and the other pragmatists. But there is
one point of histery I think very much needs making at this time:
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Many people still look on the decline of the Protestant Ethic as our
fall from grace, a detour from Americanism for which we can
plame pragmatism, ethical relativism, Freudianism and other such
developments. These movements have. contributed much to the
social Ethic, and many of their presuppositions are as shaky as
those they replaced. To criticize them on this score is in order; to
criticize them as having subverted the American temper, however,
is highly misleading.

Critics of pragmatism, and followers too, should remember the
context of the times in which the pragmatists made their case.
The pragmatists’ emphasis on social utility may be redundant for
today’s needs, but when they made their case it was not a time
when psychology or adjustment or social living were popular topics
but at a time when the weight of conservative opinion denied that
there was anything much that needed adjusting. Quite clearly, re-
volt was in order. The growth of the organization society did de-
mand a recognition that man was not entirely a product of his free
will; the country did need an educational plant more responsive to
the need of the people. It did need a new breeze, and if there
had been no James or no Dewey, some form of pragmatism would
probably have been invented anyway. Nonphilosophical Ameri-
cans sensed that changes were in order too; what the philosophers
of pragmatism did was to give them guidance and tell them in in-
tellectually responsible terms that they were right in feeling that
way.

Pragmatism’s emphasis on the social and the practical, further-
more, was thoroughly in the American tradition. From the begin-
ning, Americans had always been impatient with doctrines and
systems; like the Puritans, many came here because of a doctrine,

“but what they came to was a new environment that required

some powerful adapting to, and whenever the doctrine got in the
way of practicality, the doctrine lost out. Few people have had
such a genius for bending ideals to the demands of the times, and

€ construction of fundamental theory, theological or scientific,
Ja$ never excited Americans overmuch. Long before James, Does
it work? was a respectable question to ask. If impatience at ab-
s1:‘1'act thought was a defect, it was the defect of a virtue, and the
Virtue, call it what you will, has always been very close to prag-
Matism as Dewey and James defined it. By defining it they gave it
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coherence and power at a time when it needed assertion, but the
inclination to the practical antedated the philosophy; it was not
the product of it.

REFORM WAS EVERYWHERE IN THE AIR. BY THE TIME OF THE FIRST

World War the Protestant Ethic had taken a shellacking from .

which it would not recover; rugged individualism and hard work
had done wonders for the people to whom God in his infinite wis.
dom, as one put it, had given control of society. But it hadn’t done
so well for everyone else and now they, as well as the intellectuals,
were all too aware of the fact.

The ground, in short, was ready, and though the conservative .

opinion that drew the fire of the rebels seemed entrenched, the
basic temper of the country was so inclined in the other direction
that emphasis on the social became the dominant current of U.S,
thought. In a great outburst of curiosity, people became fascinated
with the discovering of all the environmental pressures on the in-

dividual that previous philosophies had denied. As with Freud’s -

discoveries, the findings of such inquiries were deeply disillusion-
ing at first, but with characteristic exuberance Americans found a
rainbow. Man might not be perfectible after all, but there was
another dream and now at last it seemed practical: the perfecti-

bility of society.

CHAPTER 3 Scientism

JUST HOW THESE CURRENTS OF REFORMS CONGEALED INTO AN ORTHO-
doxy is a problem in intellectual history I must duck. Trying to
weigh whose ideas were most responsible is in any event some-
what fruitless, for it is what people want to believe that is impor-
tant, and those whose ideas they so frequently misinterpret should

not be whipped for the bowdlerization. Freud, for example, who,

once remarked that he was not a Freudian, never maintained that
man was forever a hostage to childhood traumata; with resolutio?
and intelligence, he believed, the individual could, by understand
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ing these factors, perhaps surmount them. Nor did James or
Dewey ever say that the convenience of society was the key test of
morality, and they most certainly did not believe that man was
totally the product of those around him.

The popular ideology I am describing is highly elastic but it has
a remarkable unity nonetheless. Most believers in the many sub-
pranches of American organization life are still unaware of the
interlocking nature of their separate credos, and it is partly for this
reason they so often feel themselves missionaries in the midst of
the unbelieving. Change a word here and there, however, and
what many an educator is prescribing is exactly what many a

rsonnel man is prescribing, and many a research director, and
so on through the roster of our institutions.

In these next three chapters I am going to outline three principal
denominators which bind them. While each is important in its
own right, it is their interrelationship that I wish to illuminate. Un-
til this unity is discerned, to attack the fallacies of technique in each
separate field is as futile as hacking away at the hydra; it is the
central, nourishing vision that we must address ourselves to.

THE FIRST DENOMINATOR IS SCIENTISM. THIS IS THE PRACTICAL PART OF
the Social Ethic, for it is the promise that with the same techniques
that have worked in the physical sciences we can eventually create
an exact science of man.® In one form or another, it has had a long

° n.B.: This is a very rough definition, and most people who have used
the term have a different way of analyzing its bases. Hayek describes it
as based on three fallacies: objéctivism, collectivism, and historicism. By
this he means the attempt to dispense with subjective knowledge; to
treat abstract wholes—such as “society”—as definite objectives, like
biological organisms; the attempt to make history a science, and the only
one, of social phenomena. (F. A. Hayek, The Counter-Revolution of Sci-
ence: Studies on the Abuse of Reason. Glencoe, llinois: The Free Press,
1952.) Another critic of scientism, Eric Voegelin, also divides scientism
1nto three components: “(1) the assumption that the mathematized sci-
€nce of natural phenomena is a model science to which all other sciences
Ought to conform; (2) that all realms of being are accessible to the
methods of the sciences of phenomena; and (3) that all reality which is
Dot accessible to sciences of phenomena is either irrelevant or, in the more

T;dl‘ga)l form of the dogma, illusionary.” (Social Research, December
40,
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